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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-28 have been examined. 

2. The specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. 

Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any errors of which applicant 
may become aware in the specification. 

Double Patenting 

3. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) or 1 .321 (d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 



Application/Control Number: 10/814,089 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2186 

double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

4. Claims 1-28 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 7-29 of U.S. Patent Application No. 
10/821 ,371 . Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because claims 7-29 of copending application 10/821 ,371 
anticipate claims 1-28 of the instant application. The following outlines claim 
correspondence. Please note that this is simply exemplary. 



Application 


10/821,371 


A node for use in a multi-node computer system, 
the node comprising: 


A multi-node system, comprising: 


a plurality of active devices; 


a node including a plurality of active devices and 


an interface configured to send and receive 
coherency messages on an inter-node network 
coupling nodes in the multi-node computer system; 


an interface coupled by an address network 
configured to convey address packets between the 
interface and the plurality of active devices, and 


an address network configured to communicate 
address packets between the active devices and 
the interface; and 


a data network configured to convey data packets 
between the interface and the plurality of active 
devices, wherein the address network and the data 
network are separate networks; 
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a data network configured to communicate data 
packets between the active devices and the 
interface; 


an inter-node network configured to convey 
coherency messages between the interface in the 
node and an additional interface in an additional 
node, wherein the additional interface is configured 
to send a coherency message requesting a read 
access right to a coherency unit on the inter-node 
network, wherein a given active device of the 
plurality of active devices has an ownership 
responsibility for the coherency unit; 
wherein the interface is configured to respond to 
the coherency message by 
sending a proxy address packet on the address 
network; 


wherein the active device includes a promise array 
configured to store a promise identifying a data 
packet to be conveyed to a device in response to a 
pending local transaction involving a coherency unit 
for which the active device has an ownership 
responsibility; 

wherein the active device is configured to store 
promises in the promise array in response to 
receiving address packets from other ones of the 
plurality of active devices and from the interface. 


wherein a different active device of the plurality of 
active devices is configured to request a read 
access fight to another coherency unit by sending 
an address packet on the address network; 
wherein the given active device of the plurality of 
active devices has an ownership responsibility for 
the another coherency unit, wherein the given 
active device is configured to not transition the 
ownership responsibility for the another coherency 
unit in response to the address packet and to 
transition the ownership responsibility for the 
coherency unit in response to the proxy address 
packet. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

7. Claims 1, 5-6, 14, 17, 22 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 5,434,993 (Liencres) in view of US 2003/0217234 (Rowlands et 
al). 

With respect to claims 1,14, and 22, Liencres teaches computer system having a 
plurality of active devices (21 , 31 & 32); an interface (31 ); an address network 
configured to communicate address packets between the active devices and the 
interface; and a data network configured to communicate data packets between the 
active devices and the interface [Col. 6, Lines 38-49]; wherein the active device 
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includes a promise array configured to store a promise identifying a data packet to be 
conveyed to a device in response to a pending local transaction involving a coherency 
unit for which the active device has an ownership responsibility; wherein the active 
device is configured to store promises in the promise array in response to receiving 
address packets from other ones of the plurality of active devices and from the interface 
[Col. 6, Lines 50-60]. Liencres fails to specifically teach sending and receiving 
coherency messages on an inter-node network coupling nodes in the multi-node 
computer system. However, Rowlands teaches a multimode computer system (figs. 1- 
3), comprising: a plurality of active devices (processors, memory and I/O bridge 
(agents)); an interface configured to send and receive coherency messages on an inter- 
node network coupling nodes in the multimode computer system (2A- 12N, Fig. 1); an 
inter-node network configured to communicated address packets between the active 
nodes and the interface (Fig. 1 , Fig. 2; par. 0030-0032), wherein the interface is 
configured to send a coherency message requesting a read access right to a coherency 
unit on the inter-node network (Par. 0108, Par. 0030-0032), wherein a given active 
device of the plurality of active devices has an ownership responsibility for the 
coherency unit (Par. 01 10, 0030-0032); wherein the interface is configured to respond 
to the coherency message by sending a proxy address packet on the address network 
(Para. 01 10, 0130). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to utilize the coherency protocol as taught by Rowlands in 
Liencres's system because the result would have reduce the bandwidth requirement of 
the system. 
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8. With respect to claims 5-6, 17, 25, Rowlands teaches a remote node can acquire 
cache line in shared state or in modified state (i.e. exclusive ownership) and in modified 
state the node can give an exclusive ownership to a single agent; multiple nodes with 
multiple active devices communicates with each other and share data requiring any 
active device in any node can be capable requesting a read access right to any 
coherency unit; transitioning ownership, when active device from remote node requests 
a read access right to coherency unit (Par. 0069 -0071]); when active device from 
another node requests read access to coherency unit from owner, the owner writes 
back the cache line and transitions state (global state) from modified to shared and 
hence the ownership of the coherency unit [Par.0025]. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

9. Claims 2-4, 7-1 3, 1 5-16, 1 8-21 , 23-24, and 26-28 are objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. 

Conclusion 

1 0. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

US 6,374,332 (Mackinthun et al) teaching cache control system for performing 
multiple outstanding ownership requests. 
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US 5,434,993 (Liencres et a) teaching methods and apparatus for creating a 
pending write-back controller for a cache controller on a packet switched memory bus 
employing dual directories 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Pierre-Michel Bataille whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4178. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon, Tue-Fri (8:00A to 5:30P). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew M. Kim can be reached on (571) 272-4182. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Pierre-Michel Bataille/ 
Pierre-Michel Bataille 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2186 
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